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JefTrey Martin 
Joyce A. Martin 
1924 Mt. Powell Ct. 
Antioch, CA 94531-8355 

Michael Powell, Chairman 
Federal Commri nica t io& Commission 
445 12th St. S.W. 
Washington DC 20554 

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy! 

Dear Mr. Powell, 

As concerned U.S. citizens and taxpayers, we are deeply disturbed at a recent District of 
Columbia Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country's last-remaining regulatory 
protections against media ~....~.I.. monopoly, . . . ,. and ordering the review of another. We strongly urge that 
the FCC hlfill its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings. 

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television 
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of 
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV 
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC 
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach 
more than 3 S  percent 0fU.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal. 

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only 
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years 
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own 
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. 

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies, 
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest ai-e model-ately concentrated. While the number ofTV 
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has 
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. I f  the Court of Appeals rulings are 
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations 
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets. 

We urge you to appeal the Co~irt of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross- 
ownership rule to the Supreme Couit We also urqe t h a t  the FCC vigorously defend the 35 
percent televisioii owliership cap by gathering arid preseiiting the ample evidence available that 
this minimal safegua~d is essential l 'he FC.'C's chiefrespoiisibility is to uphold the interests of 
the American people. as taupap's. coiisrimei.s, and citizeiis o f a  democracy. We depend on you 
to prevei~t hi thcr scriotrs erosioii ol'diversity i n  the niedin tipon wliich all i\IiIericans depend for 
the information we need to inake our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and 
decentralized media. Please hltill your responsibility to preserve it. 
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Don Strachan 
P.O. Box 1066 
Middletown. CA 95461 

Michael Powell, Chairman 
Federal Communications Comniission 
445 12th Sr. S.W. 
R’ashington DC 20554 

RE: Uphold the interests of An~encan citizens and our democracy! 

Dear Mr. Powell. 

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory protections 
cg;iiiisl media rnu~iopoly, an6 ordering iiie review uT another. i suongly urge that the FCC fulfill 
its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings. 

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television 
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of 
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV 
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC 
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach 
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal. 

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only 
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years 
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own 
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. 

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies, 
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV 
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has 
actually declined f?om 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are 
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations 
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets. 

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross- 
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent 
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this 
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC’s chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the 
American people, as taxpayers, consumcrs, and citizens of a democracy. We depend on you to 
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for 
the information we need to make our dcmocracy work We need democratic, diverse and 
decentralized media. Please fulfill your respon.;iti!rty to preserve it. 







Karen Lind 
229 Ogddcn Ave. 
Jersey Ci'.y, iX  37307 

Michael Powell, Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th St. S.W. 
Washington DC 20554 

RE: Uphoid the iliteresi- : :.'mencan citizens and our democracy! 

Daa- Mr. Poeeli, 

As a concerned U S .  citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals decision overturning on- 2:he country's last-remaining regulatory protections 
against rnedi;. ..._._ monopoly, . ~ a d  ordering fhe  revim o i  another. I strongly ilrgo that the FCC fulfill 
its mission to protect the public interest by appeaiing these rulings. 

'The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television 
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of 
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV 
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC 
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach 
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal. 

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only 
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years 
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own 
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. 

Currently, amorig broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies, 
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV 
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has 
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If  the Court of Appeals rulings are 
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations 
gcbb!e each cther up 2r.d mcve closer tn rnonn~oly status in many lmge mxkets. 

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decishi  o v n i l m h g  !he television-cable cross- 
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also urgz that the FCC .vigorously defend the 35 percent 
televisior. ownership cap by gathering arid presenting the ample evidence avaiiabk !kit this 
rniriimai sa?.:yarcl is essential. The FCC's chief responsibility is to ti::hcki xx Li.:tt;csts of the 
..t-nerica! pecple, 2.; taxpayers, consumers, 2nd citizens of a democracy. Wr. depend on you 93 
p~'evmi hither  :cb;uc erxion of divsrsity in the media upon which all Americans depend fgr 
the infbmatiu:i 1,vt 1.eed to make j c r  der,ic,.crac;i work. 'Fie need democratic, diverse and 
decentralized media. Please fulfill your :ssF:t::si?.,lj$;/ 1%:: preseyje it. 
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A s  ;I concerned U.S. citizen and t;ixpaycr. I ani dccply disturbed at a recent District of Colunibia 
Court of Appeals decision overturning one oftlic country's last-remaining regulatory protections 
against - iiic?ia .- nloiiopoly. and ordering the rcvicw of mother. I sjron_dy urge \l ig the FCUdfil l .  
i f -  ~: i . . : i~  !c p iacc !  !h: pub!lc i!i!crest by 

l-lic C ' L ~ L I I ~  ovcrtunisd the rule [hat l i d  prcventcJ one company froin owning both tclevision 
stations and cahlc franchises i i i  a single m;irkct. The court clainicd that the incrcased number of 
1'V stntioiis today niid the conipcti!ioi? from the proliferalion of new services like satellite TV 
nid ic  the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The co~ i r t  also ordered th:it thc FCC 
cithcr justili or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations \vliich r c x h  
iiiorc than ?5 percent ofl1.s. liouscholds. stating that ns is, tlie rule is arbitrary and illegal. 

The station ownership cap has bccii much revised since thc 1040s. when networks could only 
own three st;itions apiece. The nunicrica! !fi:iit wasincrcbsed amunibcr of timcs over tlie years 
2nd fi~nllycliniina~cd by,t!ie Telccnn:mii;.c;itioi,s A c f  n: !Wh,  which allowed a network to own 
enovgh stations to reach 35 pcrreni cift:,? alidiellce. 

Currently, miicny broadcast TV ninrk.r.ts. cnc-scvcntli are niiia.~pol~cs, cce-quarter arc duopolies, 
one-half are tight ol.igopolics, and h c  les t  ;ire moderately coiiccntrsrcd. While the number of TV 
stations increasctl from 952 to 1,678 bctvvcen 1975 aiitl 2000, tbr number cfstation owners has 
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the samc period. i f  thc Court af Appe~~ls  mlinps arc 
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even m o r e ' m y ,  as large media corporations 
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I urge you to appeal the Coiirt of Appeals -- decision .___ overturn-ingthe ~ .-- television-cable cross- 
thX7,'?uprEni.: ~coufi~. I also urge tha 
hip cap by yf$ering lthd prescihng 

c FCC ~ ~ o r o ~ y ~ & l F n d t h e  . 35percent - - - ~ -  ~ . . ~  __ _" ~.. 
ample eI&nce~available that this 
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miiiinial sa2eiui;d is2Sscntial. The FCC's chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of [he 
Amcricmi people, as taxpayers, conwiiicrs, and citizens of a tlcniocracy. We depend on you tu 
.nr::vcrl CurilicF s::rioiis crosiw ofrli.icrsity i i i  the media upon which all A!iicrizans depcnd for 
(+I? iqk!vx:oi: \v: n x i i  IG ryAe G:.;T - I C  
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C. Cramer 
Box 04 
Clearwater, FL 33757-0084 

Michael Powell, Chairman 3,> Federal Communications Commission L. m- 
445 12th St. S W 
Washington DC 20554 



Craig S. Cramer 
BQX 84 
Clearwater, FL 33757-0084 

Mchael Powell, Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th St. S.W. 
Washington DC 20554 

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy! 

Dear Mr. Powell, 

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country’s last-remaining r e p l a t o y  protections 
against meda  , monopoly, .l.~ and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill 
its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings. 

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television 
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of 
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV 
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC 
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach 
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal. 

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only 
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years 
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own 
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. 

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies, 
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV 
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has 
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are 
allowed to stand, mema diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations 
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets. 

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross- 
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent 
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this 
minimal safeguard is essential, The FCC’s chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the 
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a democracy. We depend on you to 
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for 
the information we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, &verse and 
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it. 

Most sincerely, 
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Helen Weber 
2538 Warren Ave. N. 
Seattle, WA 98109 

Michael Powell, Chairman 
Federal Communicatiods Commission 
445 12th St. S.W. 
Washington DC 20554 

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy! 

Dear Mr. Powell, 

As a concerned U S .  citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country's last-remaining rcg1a:ory protections 
against media ~ monopoly, .. ~. ~1 and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC hlfill 
Ita mission to protect i'ne public interest by appealing these rulings. 

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company fiom owning both television 
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of 
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV 
make the d e  outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC 
either justi.6 or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach 
more than 35 percent 0fU.S. households, stating that as is, the,i!ule is arbitrary and illegal. 

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only 
own three stations apiece. The n,umerical limit was increased a number of times over the years 
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own 
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. 

Currentli, G o n g  broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies, 
one-half are tight oligopolies,,'apd the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV 
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number ofstation owners has 
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are 
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations 
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets. 

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross- 
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent 
television ownership cap by galhering and presenting the ample evidence available that ttiis 
minimal safeguard is essential. ?Ke FCC's chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the 
America; people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a'democracy. We depend on you to 
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for 
the infonnation~ we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and 
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preselve it. 
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Hilde Lehmann 
2028 Guizot 
San Diego, CA 92 107 

Michael Powell, Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th SI. S.W. 
Washington DC 20554 

RE: Uphold the intcrcsts of American citizens and our dcniocracy! 

Dear Mr. Powell, 

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country's last-remaining regulatory protections 
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill 
its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings. 

The court overturned the iule that had prevented one company from owning both television.. - 
slalions and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of 
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new sc:vices like satellite TV 
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect divzrsity. Thc court alse ordered that the FCC 
eitlicr justiry or rewrite the rule that bars a cort!piq from owzins tcievi,ir,n stations which reach 
more than 35 percent of  U.S. households, stating that 2s is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal. 

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 194h. when networks could only 
own three stations apiece. Thc aumcri.ca; iiniir wa5 iicreased a .i-.-:t?ber of times over ;he years 
and finally eliminated by the Te!ccommiioicstions .A.c!,of 1095, y.,hit;k, dlowcd a network to own 
enoiigh stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. 

Currently, among broadc%t ,TV'niarkets, one-sev.enth a ~ t ;  monopolies, one-quartsr are #!uopo!ies, 
one-half arc tight oligopdlics, I jnd<lhe rest.qe , . . ,  noderatc!y concentintcd. While tlic nuxbzr 3f 'TI: 
stalions increased from 932, to -1,678'bet!peen.I375 and 2000, thc number of sistion~uwner; t.is 
actually dcclined from 543.to 360 in.thc'same pciiod. If the Court of Appcak rulings are 
allowed to stand, media diiersity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations 
dabble cach other up and move'clocer to + ~ m p o l y  status ir. many large markets. 

i urge you to appcal rhe Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross- 
ownership rule to Ihc Suprctnc Court. I also urge that the FCC vigormnly defmd the 35 percent 
idlevision ownership cap b-/ gathering ax1 presenting the ample cvidence availnble that this 
rnininial safeguard is csse!::ial. 'The fC'C's chief,responsibilily i s  :n uphold the interests of the 
Amcrican pcople, as taxp.jcrs, c. . i : ;su~~?;~.  : ~ d  ci!izens of a dcn;oc;acy. \Ire depcrZ.sn you to 
prcvcnt fiirthcr scrious ,ctkv, ot'Sd,zrsil) i:: f ix msdi: ~.ipori which all Americans deFqid for; , 
the inforination we neet.; '.; i-iakc Q U I  democrat:; work. .,We need dcinocratic, c'i;-trsc and . , I ,. 

dccentralizcd nicdia. P l c : ~  tiiIi!!l your responsibillry to Frcserve it .  
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Sylvia Wolf 
Leo Wolf 
10355 Cheviot Dr. 
b s  Angeles. CA 90064 

Michael Powell, Chairman 
Fcderal Communications Commission 
4 4 5  j ?th St. S.W. 
li'.?.;>ington DC 20554 

kL: U$:uk! !hf: inicrests o f h e n c a n  citizens ai? our democracy! 

Dclr P.4r. Towell, 

As concerned U.S. citizens and taxpayers, we are deeply disturbed at a recent District of 
Columbiz Court of Anpeals deci:ion overttimino one of the roimty's Iwt-rPrnaining regulatory 
protections against I- media monopoly, and d e r i n g  the review of another. We strongly urge that 
the FCC ihlfiil its mission to protekt the pdblic interest by appealing these rulings. 

Th? court overttume.? the rule h i  hati pxvented one con:pzny 6-om owning both k!ev'Lsion 
s!:tiors and cable !ranchises in 2 single nmkzt. Tk couz c lz lned thr?t !ha i::c:.c:z.z2 c-m.:><.r rJf 

7'V stations tsday 2nd the compelitiorr from the pro!lfiratiori of ncw szri4xs like s&liite TV 
make :he rde ouidated and unnecessary to prctect diversity The court 2!% ordered ?!tat the FCC 
eirherjilstify or rewrite the rule that bars a company ;Torn-owning tclevision sta!ions which reach 
inore than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrr,-./ mnc? i!!tga;. 

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s,whcn R W O , ~  could only 
own three stations apiece. Thc~numerkal limit was illcreased a number of times uvz~the.yexs 
and finally eliminated byithc Tziecommurucations Act of 1936, which.ellowed a network to own 

. . .  . . , ,. I .  , ,  

' '  . ',! 
enough.stations to reach 35 percxt  oithe audience: . . . '  , .  .. . . .  

. ,  . .  . .  . .  . ) .  
Currently, among broadcu  TV markets, one-seventh are:monopolies, onequarter are duopolies, 
one-half arc tight oligopolies, and th:: rest are modfratelyroncentrated. :Wile the number of TV 
stations increased from 952 to 1,67S between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has 
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are 
" I T  ,.;~,~.d ...,_ 
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets. 

We urge you io appeal the Court of Appeals decision overtursing the televisi~n-cable cross- 
ownership rule to the Supreme CouC. We a1so.urge;that the FCC.vigor~usly defend the 35.  
pcrcent television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that 
this niinirnal safeguard is essential. 'The FCC'schief responsibility is to uphold the interests of 
the American people, iis taxpaycrs, consuii~ers, and citizens of  a democracy. We depend on YOU 
to p v s z t  further serious erfision of divcrsily in the media upon which sll.P.m&azs dyend for 
the i h x n a t i o n  we iiecd to make our derrroc:.a.;y work. We need dcmocr&j,c,,&y/ersc and . ,  

decentr2lized media. Please fulfill your responsibi!iry to preserve it. 

to st&, media diversitj. will dec!ine evez mors sharply, as l q e  media cqma t ions  

, . .  .. . 

- . . . . .  , .  I:.,' ' . : .  : ;: t,r;' , , .  I .  
. . .  , 



Summer Shafer , 

24 fVtorriing View Drive 
Nswport Coast, CA 92657 

Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th SI. SW 
Washington DC 20554 
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Summer A. Shafer 
24 Morning View Drive 
Newport Coast, CA 92657 

Michael Powell. Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th St. S.W. 
Washington DC 20554 

E: Uphold the iliterests of American citizens and our democracy! 

Dear Mr. Powell, 

AS a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia 
~ U U I  L UI A ~ ~ C ~ I S  uc:Lium ovenuming one ot tne country's last-remaining regulatory protections 
against media. m-o$.opo]y, and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill 
its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings. 

'The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television 
stations and cable franchis-s in a single market. The court claimed t h b  the increased number of 
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite'TV 
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court slso ordered that the FCC 
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owing television stations which reach 
more t h m  35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal. 

The station ownership cap has been much revised since'the 1940s. when networks 'could only 
own three siations apiece. The numerical,limit was increased a number oftimes over the years 
and finally eliminated by the Telecommhcations Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own 
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audiknce. 

Currently, among broadcat TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies, 
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrat&. While the number of TV 
siations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has 
actually declined 60m 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court ofAppeals rulings are 
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply. as large media corporations 
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets. 

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning'the television-cable cross- 
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also'uge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent 
television ownership cap by gathering &d presenting the ample evidence available that this 
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC's chiefresponsibility is to uphold the interests of the 
American people, ai taxpayers, consumeis,.and citizens of a dzmocracy. We depend on you to 
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all hen'cms depend for 
the inforination we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and 
dccentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it. 

.. . 

... : 

Most sincerely, 

Summer A. Shafer 
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Catherine Miller 
P.O. Box 577 
Garberville, CA 95542 

Michael Powell, Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th St. S.W. 
Washington DC 20554 

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy! 

Dear Mr. Powell, 

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory protections 
against media -. monopoly, ~.. .I_ and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill 
its rni.+on to protect :he p ~ h l i c  icterer;: b:r q x a l i n g  t k r e  !-c!ino.s J-. 

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owing  both television 
stations and cable kanchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of 
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV 
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC 
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach 
more than 35 percent of U S .  households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal. 

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only 
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years 
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own 
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. 

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies, 
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV 
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has 
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are 
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations 
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets. 

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross- 
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent 
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available ihat this 
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC’s chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the 
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a democracy. We depend on you to 
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for 
the information we need to make OUT democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and 
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it. 



Camlina C. Bagnarol 
542 Hillside Road 
EmeraldHillo, CA 94062 
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Carolina Bagnarol 
542 Hillside Rd. 
Emerald Hills, CA 94062 

Michael Powell, Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th St. S.W. 
Washington DC 20554 

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy! 

Dear Mr. Powell, 

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country's last-remaining regulatory protections 
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of anoJher,-l strongly urge that the .FCC fulfill 
its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings. 

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company *om owning both television 
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of 
TV stations today and the competition f?om the proliferation of new services like satellite TV 
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC 
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company ftom owning television stations which reach 
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal. 

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only 
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years 
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of i946,,wl?ich allowed a network to own 
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. 

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies, 
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV 
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the cumber of station owners'has 
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are 
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations 
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets. 

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross- 
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent 
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this 
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC's chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the 
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a democracy. We depend on you to 
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for 
the information we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and 
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it. 
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Margaret Remington 
P.O. Box 33 
Ridgway, CO 81 432 

Michael Powell, Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th St. S.W. 
Washington DC 20554 

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy! 

Dear Mr. Powell, 

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country's last-remaining regulatory protections 
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill 
its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings. 

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television 
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of 
TV stations today and the competition 60m the proliferation of new services like satellite TV 
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC 
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach 
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal. 

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only 
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years 
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own 
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. 

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies, 
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV 
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has 
actually declined €?om 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are 
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations 
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets. 

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross- 
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent 
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this 
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC's chiefresponsibility is to uphold the interests of the 
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens o f a  democracy. We depend on you to 
prevent hrther serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for 
the information we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and 
decentralized media. Please hlfill your responsibility to preserve 
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Bill h e e n  
I040 Cielo In. 
Niporno. CA 93444 

Michael Powell, Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th St. S.W. 
Washington DC 20554 

RE: LTph~ld t;.e interests of American citizens and our democracy! 

Eea. hir. ?a;+eII. 

As a concerned US. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia 
Ccori of A p p l s  decision overturning one of ihe country's last-remaining regulatory protections 
:gainst niedia ~ - ~ moncply,  ~~ .~~~ ~. and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC fidfill 
.IS missior. !c protect the pcb:ii interest by appea!ing these rulings. 

The court overturned the ruie that had prevented one company from owning both television 
stations and -able fianchiscs in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of 
TV statioris today and the competition from th? proliferation of new services like satellite TV 
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC 
either justify or rem.te the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach 
mo:c ;ban 35 Cerci-nt cf 'J.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal. 

The station o.wership cap has bcen much revised since the 1940s, when networks x u l d  only 
OWE t'hrtr stations a?iece. The r~,imerical limit w s  increased a number ofdmes ovzr ri?e y e a  
mi Iinaily eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own 
.no@ staticns to reach 35 percent of the audience. 

Currently. among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolles, 
zne-l:alf zx !,=>I diigvpolies, z r d  the rest are moderately conienixtd.  Whik h e  nAnSei d 7 V  
stnt iwS Incresed from 952 tc 1,678 betwecn I975.and 2000, the number oC s%iisr! oxnzrs h s  
actuall? deciined from 543 to 360 in the same pcriod. If,ihe Court of Appeals rulings are 
altoived to staTd. media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large mediscnrpcrAms 
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets. 

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross- 
nwnership rule !Q the Svprfme Ccx!. I I!SC zrg: that the FCC vigxots!y defend thc 35 percent 
television ownership cap by gathering and presmting the ample evidence available that this 
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC's chiefresponsibility is to uphold the interests ofthe 
American people, as taxpayers, consumcrs, andcitizens o f  a democracy. We depend on you to 
prevent futihetserious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americaris'depend for 

dccen'irsiizcd .- media. Please fdfill your responsibility to pr;seWe i t .  ,::' 
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rhk information we need 10 make our democracywork. K'e.needdemocratic;diverse_and - 
.. :., < , ! , / ! ' I , ! ( ; : '  ... : L-.. 
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